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SAFE DRINKING WATER/Reporting Mandate

SUBJECT: Safe Drinking Water Amendments Act of 1995 . . . S. 1316. Chafee motion to table the Boxer amendment
No. 3078.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 59-40

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1316, the Safe Drinking Water Amendments Act of 1995, will reauthorize the Safe Drinkir
Water Act (SDWA) and will authorize $1 billion annually over the 1996-2003 period for the creation of Stat
Revolving Funds for drinking water facilities.

The Boxer amendmentwould require each community water system to issue a consumer confidence report at least once annt
to its water consumers on the levels of contaminants in its water. The report would include, but would not be limitedatomfor
on the source, content, and quality of water purveyed; a plainly worded explanation of the health hazards that are oatbgl by fec
regulated drinking water contaminants and contaminants that are the subject of health advisories; information on confipliance
Federal drinking water regulations; and information on priority unregulated contaminants, including cryptosporidium afkisadon.
new mandate would not apply to community water systems that serve fewer than 10,000 people, nor would it apply to other sy
as determined by a State's Governor. Those other systems would give notice of noncompliance with this mandate to their cust
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would issue regulations within 3 years to implement this mandate.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Chafee moved to table the Boxer amendment. Gen
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The Boxer amendment would impose unnecessary, costly, nit-picking requirements on water systems. Those systems' cus
would have to pick up the tab for those requirements. Some States, such as Maryland and California, have already egacted ¢
the type of mandates that are in this amendment. We have no problem with States imposing this foolish burden on themselve

(See other side)
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do, however, have a problem with the Federal Government imposing it on every State in the Union, whether they want it or not.
Frankly, we do not think there is much utility to such reporting. For instance, in looking at a copy of the Patuxent and\Ra@yma
Filtration Plant's report (that plant is in Maryland), we have a long list of 80-some unpronounceable substances listét, along
the number of micrograms per liter of these substances that are found in the system's water. For instance, this copthiatforms us
the system's water does not have detectable amounts of 1-3 dichloropropane, and it further states that the EPA dogslinut have an
for this chemical. Virtually every water user will of course immediately deposit this missive in the circular file upongetcédiis

type of mandate is the type we are trying to avoid with this bill. If the idea is as good as our colleague from Caliksniasthin

then States will adopt it on their own. If, on the other hand, the States do not think their citizens want to spend uflido $20 m

year (which is the cost of the Boxer amendment) to receive reports telling them that their water is just fine, then thepevitin

that money. Under this bill, water systems are required to notify their customers within 24 hours of any violation ofjan@tiekin
standard that causes an immediate health concern and to notify their customers of any other violations as soon asthessible. Fur
the States and the EPA will prepare a list of the violations in each State annually, and that list will be availablelto. thiegseb
requirements are sufficient. We see the value in telling people when there's a violation, but we see no value in impesahg a Fed
mandate to tell people when their water is fine. If our colleagues agree, they will join us in voting to table the Boxeemimendm

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

If Senators think that Americans have a right to know the amounts of dangerous contaminants that are in their drinkielg water th
they will vote in favor of this amendment. The Boxer amendment is a right-to-know amendment that will encourage water companies
to reduce the level of contaminants. The existing Federal regulations are not the final word in drinking water safetiprahi@ena
aware that there are some contaminants that are very dangerous that are not yet regulated. The most notorious of tHe unregulate
contaminants is cryptosporidium, which has caused hundreds of deaths in recent years. Further, according to the Geregal Account
Office, 63 percent of the violations of current Federal regulations go unreported. This number is unacceptable. We lationhall vio
to be reported, plus we want regular reports on all potentially dangerous contaminants, whether they are regulated yet or not.
Americans who travel about the country should not have to worry about whether the water they drink in other Stategv®safe. In
State, they should be able to know exactly what is in the water, and they should know that water is safe. The Boxer amendment
follows this principle, and thus deserves our support.



